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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 28-57 are presented for examination. Claims 1-27 are cancelled. Claims 28-57 
are new. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 5/2/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Therefore, rejection of claims 28-57 is maintained. 

Applicant argues (1), "cited references, do not disclose the claimed subject matter of 
claims 28-35, 38, 41, 45". The examiner respectfully disagrees in response to applicant's 
arguments. The claimed subject matter of claims 28-35, 38, 41, 45, has been newly added, 
which is addressed by the new ground(s) of rejection (please refer to the below rejections of this 
office action). Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Response to Amendment 

3. The amendment to the title and specification, dated 5/2/05, has been acknowledged. 

4. The amendment filed 5/2/2005 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132 because it introduces 
new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132 states that no amendment shall introduce new 
matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material which is not supported by the 
original disclosure is as follows: 
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a. newly presented limitations, "the identifying and the test performing steps are 
performed only if all the headless computers of the group are capable of receiving the 
signal that a new account is to be added ", in claims 29 and 46, 

b. newly presented limitations, "the identifying and the test performing steps are 
performed only if all the new account is found not to be in any of the headless computers 
of the group ", in claims 30 and 47. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter, to avoid abandonment of this application, 
in the reply to this Office Action. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 29 - 45 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claim 29 - 44 mentions, "A method according to", which should be " The method 
according to". 

Claim 45, line 3, ":" should be ";", after "added to the client computer". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 29, 30, 46, 47, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 



comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which 
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was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art to use and/or make the invention. 

7. The specification does not contain subject matter to implement limitations, "the 
identifying and the test performing steps are performed only if all the headless computers of the 
group are capable of receiving the signal that a new account is to be added ", as cited in claim 29 
and 46. 

8. The specification does not contain subject matter to implement limitations, "the 
identifying and the test performing steps are performed only if all the new account is found not 
to be in any of the headless computers of the group ", as cited in claim 30 and 47. 

Examiner has reviewed the specification (OCR whole document) and could not find 
support for the additional limitations as claimed. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 38 - 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claims 38 -43 recite the limitations, "the particular headless computer", "the particular 
headless computer entity ". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
Since, multiple "particular headless computer" (each particular headless computer) exist in the 
claim, it is not clear which "particular headless computer" is referred by the limitations in the 
claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 28 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dean et 
al. 5 6,182,131, IBM (Hereinafter Dean-IBM) in view of Sakakura, 6,785,819, Mitsubishi, 
(Hereinafter Sakakura-Mitsubishi) and Sanders, 5,734,831, Sun Microsystems, (Hereinafter 
Sanders-Sun). 

12. As per claim 28, Dean-IBM clearly teaches a method (e.g., col, 1, lines 34 - 44) of 
adding a new user account (e.g., col., 2, lines 21 - 38) from a client computer onto a network 
including the client computer and a group of computers (e.g., col., 2, lines 5-19), the method 
comprising the steps of: 

in response to the client computer signaling that a new user account is to be added (e.g., 
col., 2, lines 43 - 58), identifying the computers in the group that are valid targets capable of 
holding the new account (e.g., computers within sub-domain of LAN, col, 3, lines 13 -42); 

said identified computers are suitable to handle the new account (e.g., col., 3, lines 13 - 

42); 

one of said identified computers is suitable for holding the new account (e.g., col., 3, 
lines 14 -28), assigning the new account to said one computer for processing of the new account 
(e.g., col., 2, lines 34 - 42). 
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However, Dean-IBM does not specifically mention about performing a test(s) to check of 
the identified computers and in response of the test(s) indicating one of the identified computers 
to be suitable for processing the request. 

Sakakura-Mitsubishi discloses the well-known concept of performing a test(s) to check of 
the identified computers (e.g., checking of subnet, col., 8, lines 32 - 58) and in response of the 
test(s) indicating one of the identified computers to be suitable for processing the request (e.g., 
reference of the computer of the subnet, col., 12, lines 12 - 54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM with the teachings of Sakakura-Mitsubishi in 
order to facilitate performing a test(s) to check of the identified computers and in response of the 
test(s) indicating one of the identified computers to be suitable for processing the request because 
the test would provide information on whether the computers can handle the processing of the 
request. The information on which computer can handle the processing of the request would 
help handling of the client request. 

Dean- IBM and Sakakura-Mitsubishi do not specifically mention about the computers 
being headless. 

Sanders-Sun discloses the well-known concept of using headless computer (e.g., col., 3, 
lines 28 -49). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM and Sakakura-Mitsubishi with the teachings of 
Sanders-Sun in order to facilitate usage of headless computer because the headless computer 
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would allow configuring from remote location and prevent local access at the computer. The 
prevention of local access would help secure handling of the information at the computer. 

13. As per claim 45, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun disclose the claimed 
limitations as rejected above. Dean-IBM also discloses a network comprising (e.g., col., 1, lines 

34 - 44) a client computer, a group of computers, the client and the group of computers (e.g., 

/ 

col., 2, lines 5-19) being arranged so that in response to a new user account is being added to the 
client computer (e.g., col., 2, lines 34 - 42). 

14. Claims 29, 30, 46 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun in view of Kurowski et. al., U.S. Publication 
20020019844, Entropia Inc (Hereinafter Kurowski-Entropia). 

15. As per claims 29 and 46, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun disclose the 
claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun do not 
specifically mention about capability of receiving the signal. 

Kurowski-Entropia discloses the identifying and the test performing steps are performed 
only if all the computers of the group are capable of receiving the signal (e.g. paragraphs 246 and 
247). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun with 
the teachings of Kurowski-Entropia in order to facilitate the identifying and the test performing 
steps are performed only if all the computers of the group are capable of receiving the signal 
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because the capability of receiving the signal by the computers would let the software know 
whether the computer would be used for creating a new account. The computer would help 
handle the processing for the client. 

16. As per claims 30 and 47, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun disclose the 
claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun do not 
specifically mention about account not found in any of the computers. 

Kurowski-Entropia discloses the identifying and the test processing steps are performed 
only if the new account is found not to be in any of the computers of the group (e.g. paragraphs 
246 and 247). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi and Sanders-Sun with 
the teachings of Kurowski-Entropia in order to facilitate the identifying and the test processing 
. steps are performed only if the new account is found not to be in any of the computers of the 
group because when the new account is not found in any of the computers would let the software 
know that the new account can be created. The computer handling the new account would help . 
handle the processing for the client. 

17. Claims 31, 32, 35, 44, 48, 49, 52, 54 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski-Entropia in view 
of Howes et al, 6,324,177, Cisco (Howes-Cisco). 
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18. As per claims 31 and 48, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski- 
Entropia disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Dean-IBM, Sakakura- 
Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski-Entropia do not specifically mention about comparing 
the address of the client computer with the address of the computers. 

Howes-Cisco discloses the well-known concept of the client computer has an address and 
the computers that are the valid targets have addresses, and the test(s) include(s) comparing the 
address of the client computer with the address of the computers (e.g., comparing of part of IP 
addresses, paragraphs 3-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and 
Kurowski-Entropia with the teachings of Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate the client computer 
has an address and the computers that are the valid targets have addresses and the test(s) 
include(s) comparing the address of the client computer with the address of the computers 
because the comparison of the addresses would help receive signal by the computers. The 
computer would help handle the processing for the client. 

19. As per claims 32 and 49, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski- 
Entropia disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Dean-IBM, Sakakura- 
Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski-Entropia do not specifically mention about forming a set 
of computers consisting of the computers having the same address as the address of the client 
computer. 
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Howes-Cisco discloses the well-known concept of forming a set of computers consisting 
of the computers having the same address as the address of the client computer and selecting one 
of the computers from the set to be the computer to which the task is assigned for processing in 
response to the client computer address and the address(s) of the computers that are the valid 
targets being the same (e.g., using part of IP addresses of the computer devices, paragraphs 3-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and 
Kurowski-Entropia with the teachings of Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate forming a set of 
computers consisting of the computers having the same address as the address of the client 
computer and selecting one of the computers from the set to be the computer to which the task is 
assigned for processing in response to the client computer address and the address(s) of the 
computers that are the valid targets being the same because the forming a set of computers 
consisting of the computers having the same address as the address of the client computer would 
help support the handling of requests of the client computer. The computer would help handle 
the processing for the client. 

20. As per claims 35, 52 and 54, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and 
Kurowski-Entropia disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Dean-IBM, 
Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski-Entropia do not specifically mention about 
forming a set of computers consisting of all the computers that are valid targets. 

Howes-Cisco discloses the well-known concept of forming a set of computers consisting 
of all the computers that are valid targets and selecting one of the computers from the set to be 
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the computer to which the task is assigned for processing in response to the client computer 
address differing from the addresses of all the computers that are the valid targets (e.g., using 
part of IP addresses of the computer devices, paragraphs 3-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and 
Kurowski-Entropia with the teachings of Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate forming a set of 
computers consisting of all the computers that are valid targets and selecting one of the 
computers from the set to be the computer to which the task is assigned for processing in 
response to the client computer address differing from the addresses of ail the computers that are 
the valid targets because the forming a set of computers consisting of the computers that are 
valid targets and selection of the computer to which the task is assigned for processing would 
help support the handling of requests of the client computer. The computer would help handle 
the processing for the client. 

21 . As per claims 44 and 56, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun and Kurowski- 
Entropia disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. Sakakura-Mitsubishi also discloses 
setting up an agent on the computer assigned for processing of the new account and the agent 
handling the user account for the client computer (e.g., col., 3, lines 6 - 48). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, 
Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate setting up an agent on the computer 
assigned for processing of the new account and the agent handling the user account for the client 
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computer because the agent would help receive signal from the client computer. The computer 
would help handle the processing for the client. 

22. Claims 33, 34, 36 - 43, 50, 51, 53, 55 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and 
Howes-Cisco in view of "Official Notice". 

23. As per claims 33, 34, 36, 37 and 53, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, 
Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. 
However, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco 
do not specifically mention about the selection is to the computer of the set having the maximum 
amount of available file space and random to a computer of the set. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing the selection 
is to the computer of the set having the maximum amount of available file space and random to a 
computer of the set is well known and expected in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the selection is to the computer of the set having the maximum amount of 
available file space and random to a computer of the set with the teachings of Dean-IBM, 
Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate 
the selection is to the computer of the set having the maximum amount of available file space 
and random to a computer of the set because the computer having maximum amount of available 
file space would help support the new account. The computer selection based on random 
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selection would provide a computer that can support the processing of the new account. The 
computer would help handle the processing for the client. 

24. As per claims 38 - 40 and 55, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski- 
Entropia and Howes-Cisco disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Dean- 
IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco do not 
specifically mention about for each particular computer of the group determining whether the 
particular computer has full data storage, determining whether the particular computer has 
reached a limit at which new users cannot be taken onto the particular computer and not 
identifying the particular computer entity as a valid target in response to either of the 
determining steps having a positive result. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing for each 
particular computer of the group determining whether the particular computer has full data 
storage, determining whether the particular computer has reached a limit at which new users 
cannot be taken onto the particular computer and not identifying the particular computer entity as 
a valid target in response to either of the determining steps having a positive result is well known 
and expected in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include for each particular computer of the group determining whether the 
particular computer has full data storage, determining whether the particular computer has 
reached a limit at which new users cannot be taken onto the particular computer and not 
identifying the particular computer entity as a valid target in response to either of the 
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determining steps having a positive result with the teachings of Dean- IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, 
Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate for each particular 
computer of the group determining whether the particular computer has full data storage, 
determining whether the particular computer has reached a limit at which new users cannot be 
taken onto the particular computer and not identifying the particular computer entity as a valid 
target in response to either of the determining steps having a positive result because the 
particular computer having enough data storage and/or which support additional new accounts 
would help support the new account. The response would help know whether the computer 
would help handle the processing for the client. 

25. As per claims 41-43, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia 
and Howes-Cisco disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Dean-IBM, 
Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco do not specifically 
mention about for each particular computer of the group determining whether the particular 
computer has full data storage, determining whether the particular computer has reached a limit 
at which new users cannot be taken onto the particular computer and identifying the particular 
computer entity as a valid target in response to both of the determining steps having a negative 
result. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing for each 
particular computer of the group determining whether the particular computer has full data 
storage, determining whether the particular computer has reached a limit at which new users 
cannot be taken onto the particular computer and identifying the particular computer entity as a 



Application/Control Number: 09/827,362 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 2154 

valid target in response to both of the determining steps having a negative result is well known 
and expected in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include for each particular computer of the group determining whether the 
particular computer has full data storage, determining whether the particular computer has 
reached a limit at which new users cannot be taken onto the particular computer and not 
identifying the particular computer entity as a valid target in response to both of the determining 
steps having a negative result with the teachings of Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders- 
Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate for each particular computer of 
the group determining whether the particular computer has full data storage, determining 
whether the particular computer has reached a limit at which new users cannot be taken onto the 
particular computer and identifying the particular computer entity as a valid target in response to 
both of the determining steps having a negative result because the particular computer having 
enough data storage and/or which support additional new accounts would help support the new 
account. The response would help know whether the computer would help handle the processing 
for the client. 

26. As per claims 57, Dean-IBM, Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and 
Howes-Cisco disclose the claimed limitations as rejected above. However, Dean-IBM, 
Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sun, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco do not specifically 
mention about the computers having one master and at least one slave coupled to the master and 
a management console coupled with the master for supplying commands to establish a master- 
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slave relation between the master and slave so that the master-slave relation is transparent to a 
user of the client computer during addition of a user account. 

"Official Notice" is taken that both the concept and advantages of providing the 
computers having one master and at least one slave coupled to the master and a management 
console coupled with the master for supplying commands to establish a master-slave relation 
between the master and slave so that the master-slave relation is transparent to a user of the client 
computer during addition of a user account is well known and expected in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to the computers having one master and at least one slave coupled to the master and a 
management console coupled with the master for supplying commands to establish a master- 
slave relation between the master and slave so that the master-slave relation is transparent to a 
user of the client computer during addition of a user account with the teachings of Dean-IBM, 
Sakakura-Mitsubishi, Sanders-Sim, Kurowski-Entropia and Howes-Cisco in order to facilitate 
the computers having one master and at least one slave coupled to the master and a management 
console coupled with the master for supplying commands to establish a master-slave relation 
between the master and slave so that the master-slave relation is transparent to a user of the client 
computer during addition of a user account because the master would instruct the slave for 
supporting the client. The management console would support providing commands to the 
master. The transparent processing between the master and slave would help support the 
processing of the new account. The master and slave computers would help handle the 
processing for the client. 



Application/Control Number: 09/827,362 



Art Unit: 2154 



Page 17 



Conclusion 

27. The prior art made of record (forms PTO-892 and applicant provided IDS cited arts) and 
not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Haresh Patel whose telephone number is (571) 272-3973. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday from 10:00 am to 
8:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 

Haresh Patel 

July 23, 2005 /] 




